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Reniark s 

Claims 39-54, 56 and 58-60 are pending. 

Claims 39-54, 56 aod 58-60 stand resjected, 

Oaims 39, 46 and 59 bave been ameiided. 

Claims 39-54, 56 aad 58-60 ai-e submitted herein for review. 

No new matter h&s been added. 

In the Office Action, the Exatniner has Tejected independent claim 46 under 35 
U.S.C> § i03(a) as being Hinpateatable over Mabney et aL (U.S. Patent No. 5,555,299) in 

view of Rogers et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,6 17,471). Claims 39 and 59 are rejected as 
above, fxirther in view of Bauer et al. (U.S. Patent Mo. 4,895>,375), AppUcants 
respectfliUy disagree with the Examiner's assessment and submit the following remarks 
in response. 

Independent clamis 39, 46 and "9 are djrected ti> a method loi t^sc I'l a Uuccton 
asi>istaiice telecommHnioatwa s.>i>Eejv h ca*. ot hOv.'anns ^h^. rktbou tn(.)iid' ^ j .".t'vt 
senice provulei jecemng from a i.atLt .Mjo'<. ,!i,u.'i>>} / ^/,Av a N'/jt^o.';';?/ .// 
fhinJ }}ar(} pfo\ idet of a product or service, among a plnraittv of available thud party 
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pros iders, desired by the caller, where the third paitv prov ider is not associated with the 
first sendee provider. 

The first service provider thesi refrieves the dakj concermng one or more prkyr 
direcmy requm(^ by iM same cgUer to the first service provider and uiiiize^ ai hast (he 
retmyed daMcomemj^ or 
setyice provider , among the plurality of avaUable ttoiird party providers, not associated 
with the first service provider, in response to the current fe^uesL 

ludependeBi claim 39 further recites that the caller can return to the first service 
provider without temiinating the call, automatically, in response to a predetennined 
signal received by the first service provider from the caller's comniunicatiotis device. 

Itidependetit claim 46 further recites assigning an agent in the first service 
provider, where the agent cominuiticates with the third party product or service pixjvider 
on behalf of the caller to satisfy the current request. 

Independent claim 59 further recites that geographical region is identified based 
on the record, transferring the record to a call center associated with the geographical 
region and ideniifying a third party provider of a product or service that located in the 
geographical region. 

In the response to arguments sectionj the Examitier states on page 3 of the Office 
Action that the only diffcience between the present application and the Vfalone\ 
{t;t,.{en;.e thjt in Mahmex, tht, item is not puichased hoiu <i I'lnd p.utv pios tJei 
1 io^\evei the ! vamjnei dien continues the iciection statuig that Rogeis shovis a thud 
party provider of a product or service who may be independent of the first service 
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provider and that such a teaching may be combhied with Maioney to arrive at the present 
ciaims. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. 

The present anaugement is for a directory services. The fet service provider 
receives a caU request for a suggestion of a third party provider of a product or senice, 
among a pluraiity of a vailable third party providers, desired by the caller. This is also 
known, as a ^'yellow pages" type request such as a caller requesting a plumber's contact 
information (the third party) from the first provider (tlie directory service), from a number 
of avaiiabie plumber listings. 

The claims of the present appiication fiufther provides for an arraitigement tbat a 
prior history' of directory calls is retrieved aad is utilized to select the third party product 
or sej-vice provider from among thepluralily of available tiiird party providers in 
response to the current request. 

Neither the Maioney reference ^ nor the Rodgers or Bauer references, teach either 
of these elements. 

As noted in the prior amendment Maioney is directed to an improved telephone 
call tmnsfer system where a buyer is directly calling a provider of good? and serv ices. As 
noted by the Examirier, column 9 of Maloaey te:aches a scenario where after making a 
porchase. the caller then requests ti^nsifer to a different party Ibr a further purchase. The 
Examiner lias suggested that according to Rogers this further pitrchase may be a non- 
affiliated third party (as opposed to Maioney where they are affiliated). 

However, in any event, any transfer in such a system, whether combined with 
Rogei^ or not is based cm the request of a caller. There is no request for a suggestion for 
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one Uitrd party piovider from among a pluralttx of third paity providers, because none of 
the cited references are directory ser\'ices. Moreover, although Maioney teaches the use 
of AN! to recall a caller's history for account inforniatioT}, it does not teach the recall of a 
past directory request for satisfying a present difectory request. 

As such, Applicants submit tliat even if the references were combined as 
suggested by the Examiner, the fesuUing system and method still does not teaeh ail of the 
elentents of the independent clainis. For example, there is no teaching or suggestioii in 
any one of Maioney, Rogers or Bauer that discloses a tu-st service provider recei ving a 
directory call from a caller using a comtmnications device, the call mcluding a currmt 
request far a suggestion of a third parfy provider of a product or service mmng a 
pluraUty of available thiM party providers ^ desired by the caller, where the third party 
providers are independent of the first service provider. 

Likewise, tiiere is no teaching or suggestion in any of the cited references, either 
alone or combined, tiiat discloses retrieving data conceniing the manner in which one or 
Moreprktr directo^ to the first service provider were 

handled and that datn is utili/od to ot ^cnioe punfder from 

among the piuraUt\ of a%a5iable third part\- providers in re^ponM' to the Lunvni request. 

For at least titese reasons, Applicants request that the rejection of independent 
claims 39, 46 and be withdrawn. Also, as claims 40-45, 47-54, 56, 58 and 60 depend 
from claims 39, 46 and 59 respectively, the rejection of these elaitns should be vAiMtmm 
for at least the same reasons. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants respect&ily submit that pendi ng claims 39- 
54, 56 aid 58-60 are in condition for allowance, the earliest possible notice of which is 
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eamestiy solicited. If the Examiner feels that aii interview would facilitate the 
prosecution of this Application they are invited to contact the undersigned at the mmiber 
listed below, 

Respec t fit 1 1 v v,ubi m itcd, 
SOFER&HAROliN, LX.P, 

B y Joseph Sofer 

Joseph Sofer 
Reg Ko 

Dated: August 3, 2009 3 1 7 \5adLson Avenue 

Suite OiO 

New Vork. NV 10017 
(212)697-2800 
Customer # 39t)00 
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